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Appellants appeal under 35 U.S.C. § 134 from the rejection of claims 
1-26. We have jurisdiction under 35 U.S.C. § 6(b). 
We reverse. 

STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
Appellants ' Invention 
Appellants' invention relates to an electronic television programming 
guide (EPG) system that combines explicit rule profile data, history profile 
data, and feedback profile data from a viewer to generate new predictions 
(Spec. 10:1-9). Independent claim 1 is illustrative of the invention and reads 
as follows: 

1 . An automated recommendation system, comprising 

a processor connected to receive resource data defining 
available resources and at least two sets of profile data, each defining 
a user's preferences with respect to the resources; 

each of the sets of profile data being derived from a different 
class of interaction of the user with a first portion of the resource data 
and usable to predict a given resource's desirability based on each of 
the sets; 

the processor being adapted to: 

generate at least two sets of predictions based on one or a 

combination of the sets of profile data, and 

combine the predictions by weight-averaging 

corresponding ones from each of the at least two sets of 

predictions. 

The Examiner relies on the following prior art in rejecting the claims: 

Bergh US 6,112,186 Aug. 29, 2000 

Hosken US 6,438,579 Bl Aug. 20, 2002 

(filed Jul. 14, 2000) 
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Claims 1-6, 9-14, and 17-26 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) 
as being anticipated by Hosken. 

Claims 7, 8, 15, and 16 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Hosken and Bergh. 

Appellants ' Contentions 

Appellants contend that Hosken does not teach generating at least two 
sets of predictions based on two sets of profile data defining a user's 
preference and weight averaging these two sets of predictions (App. Br. 7-9; 
Reply Br. 2-3). According to Appellants, Hosken' s disclosure of a profile 
for each user includes refinements based on all of the classes of interaction 
(implicit and explicit) with the user and cannot create different sets of 
recommendations based on different sets of profiles (App. Br. 9; Reply Br. 
2). 

ISSUE 

Did the Examiner err in rejecting claims 1-6, 9-14, and 17-26 as 
anticipated by Hosken because the reference fails to teach generating at least 
two sets of predictions based on two sets of profile data defining a user' s 
preference, as recited in independent claim 1? 

ANALYSIS 

Appellants present arguments as to why the Examiner has erred (App. 
Br. 7-9; Reply Br. 2-3). We agree with Appellants' contentions above. 

In particular, we agree with Appellants (App. Br. 8) that Hosken 
teaches maintaining one set of profile for each user (col. 15, 11. 61-67). 
Independent claim 1 requires, in relevant part, at least two sets of user 



3 



Appeal 2009-007529 
Application 09/627,139 

profile data, each derived from different classes of interaction of the user. 
The Examiner characterizes Hosken's user preferences as the claimed set of 
profiles (Ans. 11), whereas the disclosure in columns 14-16 indicate that 
Hosken uses these preferences to determine one set of profile. As such, we 
agree with Appellants (Reply Br. 2-3) that Hosken uses all the data sources 
as input to both user profile 64 and group behavior 60 {see col. 9, 1. 66-col. 
10, 1. 12) without making any correspondence between one of the data 
sources and one of the profiles. Other independent claims 9, 18, 21, and 24 
recite similar features related to different profiles derived from different 
profile data sources, which we found to be absent from Hosken's disclosure. 

Therefore, because Appellants have established that the Examiner 
erred with respect to the anticipation rejection, we do not sustain the 
rejection of claims 1-6, 9-14, and 17-26 as anticipated by Hosken. We also 
do not sustain the rejection of claims 7, 8, 15, and 16 dependent thereon as 
obvious over Hosken and Bergh because the Examiner has not identified any 
teachings in Bergh to overcome the above-noted deficiencies of Hosken. 

CONCLUSION 
The Examiner erred in rejecting claims 1-6, 9-14, and 17-26 as 
anticipated by Hosken because the reference fails to teach generating at least 
two sets of predictions based on two sets of profile data defining a user' s 
preference. 

ORDER 

The Examiner's decision rejecting claims 1-26 is reversed. 
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REVERSED 



babe 
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